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Supplemental Water Supply Project Scoping Meetings

April 28 - May 1, 1997

SACRAMENTO 4/28/97
Attendance: 23

* There needs tobe moreoutreach directly to the affected communities,paraticularly Resemont.

* IswaterfromFairbaimdeanenoughforddnking? Andffso, couldn’ttherebeatieintothepipelinebyCitizens
Utilities to supplement their supplies? Such an arrangement would be helpful to offset problems caused by
contaminated groundwater in the Rosemont area.

The llosemont commu~itywill be acfivelyinvolved in this pro~ess, and will belooking to its elected representatives
forinformation.

o The integrity of Discovet)r Park, a prime recreational area is ofgreat concern. Particularly, howwillrecreation along
Discovery Park be impacted, and howwill thevisual aesthetics of the park be affected? There is opposition to adding
non-park, non-recreation structures to theparkway.

Will the flow ofboth theAmerican and Sacramento rivers be protected?

° ~atprotecdonsarethereregm’dingtheanlountofwaterdi~ertedbyEBNUD? Aretherelegalguarantees? Whatis
there tokeep EBMOD from drawingits full contract amount, espedallyin dryyears?

IsMokelumrteRiverwaterddnking-waterquality? Andffnot, whatisthe pointofmixingnewlytreatedwaterfrom
the American Riverwith the untreated water of the Mokelumne?

o Whycan’tEBMUDtakewaterfromtheSacramentoRiver? WoulditcostmoretotreattheSacramentoRiverwater
than it would to build the proposed Joint Project facilities?

o How will the Delta be protected? And areimpacts to the Deltabeing included in the EI1VEIS?

o What assurances are there that Sacramento will have an adequate amount ofwater, especiaIlyin dry years, ffEBMUD
will be taking the water too?

.
In the proposed joint Project, would anywaterget to be used by the Cityor CounVofSacr~mento? Wo~ld theyha~e
increased treatment abilities?

MavSacramento area residents are underwater rationing. Does EBMUD impose conservation measures oft its
customers as well? Sacramento residents won’t want to conserve water so that EBMUD customers can waste it.    "

There is a concern about the level of Folsom Lake, and that the Joint Proiecr may further affect that level.
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* There is a concem that there isn’t enough water for all parties involved fight now, and that taking m ore water out of
the river can’t be better.

¯ Will detailed maps of’Wilton areabeavailable?

, Thereshould be more discussion regarding tight-of-waytequirements along the Cent_ral CalifomiaTraction Raikoad.

¯ There should be moreinformation that addresses the concerns ofpropertyowners along the Folsom South Canal
Connectionalignments.

¯ There should be a meeting specificallgfor Wdton residents.

¯ ~tseems~th~ughtheJ~intPrNectisa~read~donedea~andthatthepub~i¢’sinpmisdtg~ingt~be~ed. Itshould
be explained how the public’s comments and questions are going to be addressed. "~at &anges ~onld be made
based on public ¢ommeat~ Howwfllfeedback get to publ~e~ Howwfll the public lmowwhen/wl~t/how to give
input?

¯ The technical details should bemadevety dear to the public.

¯ What is the benefit to EBMUD’s customers?

¯ What legal right does EBMUD have toAmerican River water?

¯ Seems as though the Sacramento Cityand County water representatives aredoing damage controt at this point
rather than pursuing solutions that aregood forSacramento.

¯ Seems as though having the U.S.Bureau of. Redamation doing the EIS is like the foxguarding the chicken coop.

¯ How will the Joint Project affect San Juan Water District rates?

¯ Will theJoint Project create an arthqcial drought for Sacramento?

¯ HowwilltheJointProjectaffectSacramentorates? Factsoncoststoresidemsshouldbedearandreadilyavailable.

¯ Whatis die proportion of the costshare?

¯ (Referring the Water Forum) What happens after 2030? Why can’t we plan farther out to 20507

¯ Are Sacrarnento& gBMIJD going to conserce more in the ~umre?

¯ ~dl the Bureau mandate consercation?

Whyaren’t meters required on newconstructionin Sacramento?

¯ What are the treatment costs borne by EBMUD?
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¯ Would EBMUD pay’the Bureau in the furore for flood protection as the City of Sacramento is doing in 1~7?.

i "
¯ Who are the derision-makers regarding alignment selection?

i, ¯ Because the Water Forum doesn’t have a legal standing, residents will be looking to elected offidals regarding the
value of the Joint Project.

~1: ¯ Because of the heavyimpacts to the local community, its seems that the City and County of Sacramento should be
taking the lead on the EI1VEIS process. The objective of the Joint Project seems good, but an outside agency
(EBMUD) shouldn’t be lead.

I~ ¯ Elected ol~c~ls shodd saywhytheysupport theJo~t PrNect.

I ’. ¯ Future road maintenanceshouldbe induded in theJoint Project.

¯ Fact sheets and updates should be mailed to allinterested parties.

I" ¯ If thereis metering and rate increases in the future, they should be fair.

i ° There should bemore background information awail~le regarding EBMUD’s water rights, because most Sacramento
residents don’t know about it.

i ° IfEBMUD’scontracthasbeenblockedfor25yeam, what’stosayithasn’tbeenforgoodreason? Is theJoint Project
reallythe best option? Thereshould be published answers regarding whyit’s the best option.

Deen & Black
5/9/97

C--085044
C-085044



OAKLAND 4/29/97

¯ ¯ Howwill the impacts tothe Deltabe considered?

¯ Geographic scope shouldindude Ddta and downs~eam oftheAmerican River.

¯ Anywater transfers should fall under CYPIAguidelines artd give existing con~cts the right oftkrst refusal.

¯ Howwill other ~ contractors be affected when this project comes on line--in particular, the south Ddta ag
coIlllaCtolB?

¯ American River Utilization Committee publicly declares its support for the EBMUD-SacramentoJoint Water Supply
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GAIT 4/30/97
Attendance: 24

¯ Regarding eminent domain, does EBMUD have the "power" to take land ffsellers aren’t found? Will they. do that?

* AsEBMODissiphoningoffwater fromCenwalValleysupplyforitsEastBaycustomers, what’sinitfortheCentral
Valley?

¯ Can the project also inchdemuld-purpose trails forrecreationin the CentralValley, particularlyin Camanche? WO
EBMUD complete the 30 mile segment of Coast to Crest trail in a timely fashion?

. ~e thesouth S~ct~ento countyalignments only for the Fdsom South Canal, or do they also apply to thejoint
Project?

-  ere hou|d morec| c onregar vumouta gnmentsv .termm a  ment .

* It makes more sense for the pipeline alignments to go along exis~g rights ofway.

¯ What is thescope ofiaforma~ion distribu~on to thegeneral public?

- Whatis theusagein EBMUD’s service area?

¯ ~l~aat would be the ~pact ~ the.~erican River ff~NI1D took its fitll con~ct?

° H~r does ~eJO, m Noim benetlt the ltg, er?

¯ Is theNokelumne River resource depleted?

¯ Howwouldp~pinginto thegmundwater basin be~etk sanJoaq~in County?

¯ ~ethere~r~ent~yanyagreementswithSanJ~aq~incounty?W~dEBNIJDbechargedf~rstorageinsuchan
agreement?

¯ CanthePardeeReservoirberedesig~edtoreducetheneedforredundancy?

o Theamounts ofwatershould be explained in ~nits of acre-feet.

¯ Is EBMUD open tole~vingsomew~ter tn Sacramento Countyrather than moving it all to SanJoaquin County?

¯ x~aynotinie~twaterinSacramentoCounty, addingtotheSacramentogroundwaterbasi~?

o Should we move forward on groundwater discussions with Sacramento Couaty?~d would the Ci~ofSacra~emo
support that idea? Denny Lewis of the Sacramento Farm Bureau Nil ask the City of 6alt, Clay ~ater District, and
Omochumne Harmell to seek that official support from the City ofSacram ento

¯ INfference in numbers used (150 ~s. 112 ~t) should be clarified.
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LODI 4P30/97
. Itendance:

i
¯ ESJP~Asubmitted a written statement.

¯ ls there a possible usedundetg~und storagein SanJoaquin County?

¯ Thereismorefavorablesentimentfor pro~ects that include cooperation with ESJ. Thereisconfidencethatprogress
will be made in that direction.

¯ Underground storageidea/concept is questionable and there was objection to an underground storage proj~t,
il~e~, the s~ggest~ was made that gBNUD buy a~ ~sla~d for storage or use sea water.

¯ Proiects areremin~scent dOwensWlley.
!

¯ Will theimp~t on the Deltabeinduded ~ NR/NS?

¯ Tnisisachancetobufldmult~-purposerecre~t~onaltra~s.

¯ Be sure to consider tr, dls in the EIIVEIS.

¯ How will personal property be affected which is within 300 yards from the RR track alignment?

!¯ There are concerns regarding ~e fea~bility ofthe ccr ~gnment and eminem domin. :..

¯ T~eroad~ngtheI~R~gnmemisnotag~d|~cationforapipebe¢ausethereisa~tofheaWtra~ic (as in weight)I
from nearbypacking pkmts. ~md, there are to man},RR crossings to dealwRh.

¯ Directing the pipeline toward Ca~che is ideal.

¯ Aretherepowerlinesinthewayofanyofthe.alignments?

¯ Will alignments go through propertyor along property, lines?

¯ How does EBMUD acquireland?Are theygoing to negotiate with owners? !.

¯ Whatis eminent domain?

i
¯ g~aen EBNUD distributes the excess water in wet years, how do you plan toshut it off without maior impacts i~ dry

years?

i

.I
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SACRAMENTO May 1, 1997
Attendance: 29

¯ Whataboutmaintenanceofthepipeline? Could leaks in the pipeline create sink holes?

i Diversion alternative Bis located on a rail spur north of That is preferred alignment of theRichards the
extension of the Light Rail system. The RRis very narrow and it would be difficult to put the pipeline and LRT

!.~ together in thesp~row.

¯ What will the cost be and where~ the moneg c~e from?

i ~
¯ It is diltlcult to see anyrealNic benefits for Saa-amento.

!~ ¯ I’utting a piper~e across the dty will be a maior inconvenience and ver~ costly, lsitworthitmSa~ento?

¯ S~e the.~ llh,e~Assoc~ti~ b acth, e in the Water Forum and is pleased with progress made Nth gBMOD.

~ ~ S~ Nvots io~t partnership w~th c~ndidons, because there is the p~t~t~al that all parses may be set, red well.
S.M1AIS s~seeldng ~ss~ra~ces. Althou~ the Joint Proiect is not a done de~l yet, ~t looks promising. Hopefifl that
EBMUD will grant assurances.

!: ¯ Ranchers do not want existing Folsom South canal to be abandoned. What’s to say" that in 20 or 30 years, we won’t
realize that the canalisbetter than the pipelin~ If the canalis taken offline now, we’llnever have the option of using

i
it again, tianchershaveboughtwater from thecanalin thepast andmaywanttodosoagain.

¯ WaterForumshouldconsidertheranchers, buttheyhaven’tyet. Theyareconcemedmostlywiththeenvironmental

i groups and water districts.

¯ EBMUD seems to benefit the most in any of these ideas.

i ¯ Are there existing contracts on the canal? WhatpaidusersarethereotherthanEBMUDontheFolsomSouthCanal?

¯ By losing EBMUD and SMUD from the canal, would there be a chance that the canal would disappear forever?

¯ If EBMUD distributes excess water in wet years; what will the effects be to downstream users in the dry years?

¯ EBMUDneedstodarifyuseofexcesswaterforirrigation. I.s that to generate money f0r EBMlJD?

¯ what are the assurances from environmentalgroups that theywill not object at a later date?

¯ Wtlhhe ecology of the Sacramento River be damaged?

¯ What are the effects of leakage to the CityofSacramento?

¯ HowHill fish be protected? Will fish screens be used?

¯ Whataboutthesfltintheriverandkeepingitoutoffliepumps? Howwillthatbeaccompfished?
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¯ Who is the decision maker on EI1VEIS?

¯ What is the cost and where willit come from?

°dismptive.P~tentia~bene~tsareag~~dthing~buttheidea~fapipe~inethr~ughdtys~undsh~rrend~us~c~st~y~~engthyand

Summary of Comments made in letters received by EBMUD through June 16, I997
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